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March 18, 2008

Chairman Kevin J. Martin

Federal Communications Comimission
445 12™ Street, SW

Washington, DC 20554

RE: The Matter of Broadcast Localism (MB Docket No. 04-233)
Dear Chairman Martin:

Today I am writing to express strong support of Clear Channel Radio in
Cincinnati (WEBN, WOFX, WNNF, WKFS, WLW, WKRC, and WSAI), and all it lends
to our local community. - i'

I want to pay particular attention to the sponsorship Clear Channel has with Q\_“
Neediest Kids of All. NKOA provides funds for area schools and Head Start sites, so '
children whose families can not afford basic necessities — hats, coats, gloves, pants,
shoes, and other clothing items — don’t go without. This has been a long running
sponsorship and without it, we would not be able to raise annually over half a million
dollars. The PSAs produced and run make a huge difference in our success. Because of
this sponsorship, we are able to use 100% of every dollar raised to help the children.

Clear Channel Cincinnati is continuously growing its community support. Iurge
the FCC not to impose any rules that will hamper its ability to perform this very valuable
service. Our community is better because Clear Channel is a partner here.

Sincerely,

o . Wl

N . Juliana F. Wales : S s
Executive Director
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The Honorable Commlss1oner.1¥[ %1\9i @Eﬁs ) MAR 2 5 2008 |

Federal Communications Golfimission
445 12" Street, S. W. )
Washington, D.C. 20554 ‘ FCC Mail Room

Dear Commissioner Copps,

I am compelled to write this letter in response to the recent proposal regarding the Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking that would re-regulate broadcast stations. As a broadcaster and manager of a small market I
strongly feel that there is absolutely no benefit to any listener in any of the proposals and the only effects
would be increased costs to the broadcaster.

The reality of our industry is that it is pro-choice, people listen to what they want to and tune out what they
don’t want. Listeners drive our industry and those stations that offer what is wanted and needed are
successful and stations that are not tuned into the1r communities don’t last long as a station without
listeners has no revenue, )

At this time it is nearly a fulltime job just to document the community service for the FCC for this cluster.
Adding additional tasks to this list will not only be debilitating to a small broadcaster but will not sate any
of these ciities iirany way.

All of this is based on the misleading assumption that broadcasters are not supporting the local community
and that continues to be ﬁustfatipg tothis cluster of stations. and our employees who has been comrnitted to
serving the community on the ait, in the community and public service. I am not aware of another industry
so committed to this concept anywhere in the world today. :

Commients: Regardihg e’ach Proposal

CommuqﬁsﬂA' ’n?‘j;yﬂBoards, *N1elsen and N on gwenus‘uuwpdafed information up to 4 times a year on
1mmed1ate1y recoémze& as effective or not throtighout the year. "This would be a complete waste of our
time and energy, drive away | listeners on miost formats and would cost to this cluster approximately $12,000
a year for the staff to.attend to this process.

Community Outreach Efforts: We hear from listeners on a day to day basis as they call in, write or just
stop listening,. We pay closé attention to these contacts and then make the decision that is best for these
stations arid the' ommiinity, Our complete staff is in the community on a day to day basis, they are
involved in local’bgards and aetwe in 100’s of non profit events egch yedr. We publicize our listener lines,
pubhe of.ﬁ’ce numbers;r our emalls and encourage eommumty feedback on a hour to hour basis. The pubhc
is hpard and’ wetadapt, it.is pait of what inakes 1§ ‘successtil,

qudip,

2621 West A Street'e Pasco, WA 99301 50855499791 o fax 509-547-8509
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Tri Cities, Washington
Remote Station Operation: Technology is here and the whole idea is to use it, by paying someone to sit in
a studio overnight does not make the station any more local. As operators we know when our stations are
operating and when they are not and we are more than capable of changing content and fixing errors
remotely. Again, if we don’t deliver the content people want to hear, we don’t have listeners. The cost to

this cluster would be approximately $100,000.00 a year. That’s 3 full-time positions at a minimum wage of
$30,000.00 a year plus benefits.

Quantitative Programming Guidelines: Requiring all stations to supply the same amount of news and
information is misguided. Today there are news stations, weather stations, sports stations, music stations
and talk stations for the simple reason, that’s what people choose. Regulating formats might be a topic
rather than content if a market does not offer what is needed.

Maintaining Studios: No benefit to. any listener, we are not a walk uﬁ business. Costs to any size
broadcaster would be the only measurable outcome.

Voice Tracking: The quality of a local broadcast is not determined by live or recorded, the quaﬁty is in the
lack of clutter in relationship to listener needs. Voice tracking is not the issue here and is not relevant to
this discussion.

Local Music: I have not found a.single local artist that belonged on the air in my 25 years of broadcasting,
Requiring a local broadcaster to air what the public does not want to hear will not only diminish the quality
of our formats but drive away our listeners.

Overall, It appears to me that a small group of overzealous people are unable to see that the world is
changing around them. Broadcast radio is providing more news, sports, music and information than ever
before, you merely need to seek out the format you wish to enjoy.

Secondly, I am offended that I continue to hear that broadcasters are not involved in the community. I
know of no other industry that is as committed to and involved in community service than these five
stations and our employees.

Bl

Eric Van Winkle
General Manager
GAPWEST Broadcasting

Pasco, Washington 99301

‘M
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6?5 ey,
The Secret “HVED
e Secretary o apected
Federal Communications Commission pecelved o
445 12" st, SW . WAR 25 20
Washington, DC 20554 =G Msit Boot?

RE: MB Docket No. 04-233
Attn: Chief, Media Bureau

I listen to Christian radio broadcasting, and I believe that this
proposal would be in violation of the First Amendment. I do not
want to be forced into listening to secular broadcasting on a
Christian station,

Many Christian and secular radio stations operate on tight
budgets. Yet the commission wants raise costs in two ways by (a)
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on air and (b) by
further restricting main studio location choices. Raising costs
with these proposals would-ferce service cutbacks and that is not
in public interest.

Daniel Willming 3

2568 Cty Rd C

Brussels, WI 54204

Sincerel
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The I-I;%IE {lainlss1oner Deborah Taylor Tate

Fedetd @&ommlsslon

445 12" Street, §.W. :
Washmgton?e’EvO 20554 MAR 25 2008
FCC ! .l Room

Received & In<pected

Dear Commissioner Taylor Tate,

I am compelled to write this letter in response to the recent proposal regarding the Notice of Proposed

- Rulemaking that would re-regulate broadcast stations. As a broadszaster and manager of a small market I

strongly {Eee°1 k[th"%}'ﬂglere is. abso ufel}um benefit to any.listéfiet in any of the proposals and the only effects
Would'be z‘merease ‘costs to the Bioalcaster.

Thejg:eahty of ourindustry is that it is pro-choice, people listen to what they want to and tune out what they
~d0n,’t \yag’rt Biig ’fé%‘ep’rs dmvé‘?our industry and those stations that offer what is wanted and needed are
sucééssful-and stations that “are not. tuned into their commumt1es dont last long as a station without
listeners has no revenue. Y

At this time it is nearly a fulltime job just to document the community service for the FCC for this cluster.
Adding additional tasks to this list will not only be debilitating to a small broadcaster but will not sate any
of these critics in any way.

All of this is based on the misleading assumption that broadcasters are not supporting the local community
and that continues to be ﬁ'ustrating to this chister of stations and our employees who has been committed to
serving the community on the air, in the community and public service. Iam not aware of another industry
so committed to this concept anywhere in the world today.

.-

Qomn}ents?Regardiﬂg each Preposal
Commlgmtxif Advisory Boards: Niglsen- and Arbitron give us-updated information up. .o 4 times a year on
What confent ‘and programining the commumty really wants. Any changes in programming are
lmmedlatehy recognized as éffective or not throughout the year. This would be a complete waste of our

qtlme and energy, dnve away listeners on most formats and would cost to this cluster approximately $12,000
a. year for e staff to attend t6 this process.

Commumty Outgeach Efforts; We hear from listeners on a day to day basis as they call in, write or just
s,top I1stemng We. pay close; attention to these contacts and then make the decision that is best for these
.-Stations -ahd thé community." Our Gomplete staff is in the. community on a day to day basis, they are
mVOIVed in localt boards:and Aetive in100”s of néh profit events each year. We publicize our listener lines,

ubhea ofﬁcé num’bers -our- emaﬂs and encourage community feedback on a Hour to hour basis. Thé’ pubhc
§§ heard and wé adapt itis pa‘ft of what miakes us sticcessful.

[ X
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Tri Cities, Washington
Remote Station Operation: Technology is here and the whole idea is to use it, by paying someone to sit in .
a studio overnight does not make the station any more local. As operators we know when our stations are
operating and when they are not and we are rore than-capable of changing content and fixing errors
remotely. Again, if we don’t deliver the content people wantj;“to ‘hear, we don’t have listeners. The cost to
this cluster would be approximately $100 000.00 a year. That’s'3 full-time positions at a minimum wage of
$30,000.00 a year plus benefits.

QuantltatWe P'rogtammmg Guidelines: Requiring all statwns to 'supply the same amount of news and
information: is misgiiidéd. Today fhere are news stations, weafhe,r stations, sports stations, music stations
4nd talk stations for the simple reason, that’s what people choose. Regulating formats might be a topic
rather than content if a market does not offer what is needed.

~ Maintaining Studjos: No_benefit to any listener, we. are not a walk.up business. Costs to any size .
broadeaster would be the only meastifable outcome.

Vioice Tragking: The quality of a local broadcast is not determined by live or recorded, the quality is in the
Jack of clufter ﬂnarelatlonshlputo listener needs. Voice tracking is not the issue here and is not relevant to
* * this discussion.
Local Music: I have not found a single local artist that belonged on the air in my 25 years of broadcasting.
Requiring a local broadcaster to air what the public does not want to hear will not only diminish the quality
of our formats but drive away our listeners.

Overall, It appears to me that a small group of overzealous people are unable to see that the world is
changing around them. Broadcast radio is providing more news, sports, music and information than ever
before, youmerely need to seek out the format you wish to enjoy.
Secondly, I am offended that I contihue to hear that broadcasters are not involved in the community, I
know of né other industry that is as committed to and involved in community service than these five
stations.and our employees.
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iric Van Winkle
General Manager
GAPWEST Broadcasting
Pasco, Washington 99301
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking Q&G XN
MB Docket No. 04-233 _ WO gt
STV TR ‘ . 9«\
| submit the following comments in response to the Loca\\sm Notice of Propose ema\m@@. e
“NPRW"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. \ ‘

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate-First Amendment r@&a A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enaMCﬁd would do so —and must not be adopted
1) The FCC must not force radio sta%gns espémglp rellglous broadeasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisery board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing ingg) pztlpM I;g oints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, i al &' m dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

2) The FCC must not furn every radio station info a public forum where anyone and everyone has

rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to.the message The Flrst Amendment forbids lmposmon of message dellvery
‘mandates’enany religion.™ ~~ T - e

3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

| 5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
o wzé.

,\;,\/ Date
Signattre ™" -~ - ~= 4TI T S :
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Comments in Response to Localism-Notice.of Propoged;Rulemaking WP
MB Docket No. 04-233 o it QT o

1 submit the following comments in responsé to the-Localism Notice of Propose“ulema&i@@(é\
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. GC’ C

Any new FGC rules, policies or dﬂﬁ@eﬁg@%gjs £ _aaﬁoﬁ First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so —2@nd'must not-be adopted.

¢)) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, o take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM’s propased advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broad?xg@vyho resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints aﬁﬂ Egéﬁ.loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits govemment, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
pariictlarly a religious broadcaster, must present.

2 The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has

rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
"7 7 “conscientiously.ebjects.to-the message. -The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery

mandates on any religion. - T T T

(3) The FCC must nof force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properiy dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would infrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4 The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
.automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certfain clasSes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay frue to'their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs coytd face long, e_)h(;pensivﬂe,_and po{enﬁg!ly ruinous renewal praceedings.

5) Wany Christian broadcasters operate tiftioht BlidEsts, as doshany smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is ofien a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
sueeze niche and §m’é§gf?n§rket bioadcasters, by suibstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff préSénce whenever a station'is on the air and, (b} by fiirther restricting main studio loeation choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is Gontrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

e Absga) Pt 3-s8-0
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1 submit the following comments in response fo the Localism Notjce of Proposed Rulemakur“ﬂhélﬁﬂ?w), released
Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233, 1 RooM
al

2008 MAR
Many of the proposals in NPRM, contrary fo the FCC'’s sta%ed ol Jectﬁleg @vould harm botﬁ lelsm and diversity of
viéwpoinis.

The true wellsprings of localism and diversity are smaller market radio stations and stations offering specialized ,
programming (including religion, foreign languagei-pth i and éay tive programiing). These types of stations also
serve as important gateways for new entrants seekmg usmé gén rtunities in broadcasting - increasing ownership
among those traditionally underrepresented.

But just as major operating costs are quickly rising, and more Americans are turning to new media, the NPRM proposes
measures that would substantially raise costs —~ something that will be keenly felt among small market and specialized
programming broadcasters. The rational economic response will be service cutbacks or outright shutdowns, Neither
outcome is in the public interest.

One of these ill-advised proposals would force radio statioris to curtail reliance o6ii labor-saving technology. Anendio
unstaffed operations will not improve responsiveness to a local community. To the contrary, it will likely lead stations to
broadcast fewer hours or shut down altogether. Unattended operation with proper safeguards has helped small stations
provide more service through efficiency. Take that away, and the Commission will create strong disincentive for
stations fo stay on during the late evening or early morning hours, hours during which very little revenue is generated.
The increased operational costs will lead new entrepreneurs, including women-and minorities, to look elsewhere to
invest their savings and sweat equity.

The Commission must also reject proposal that would further limit where broadcasters can locate their main studios,
The Commission acted in the public'interest when it adopted rules many years ago to permit stations greater flexibility in
selecting the location-of their main studios, particularly in situations in which a broadcaster operates stations licensed to
several nearby communities. If the Commission were to force each-station to establish its main studio only in that
station’s community of license, the result would be that broadcasters - particularly small market and speciality
programming broadcasters ;- would have to divert their limited financial resources from supporting and enhancing
quality programming to covermg additional and unnecessaty real estate costs.

The FCC should also jettison proposals forcing stations to give away airtime to community groups. One proposal wouid
even enforce public access requirements, similar to cable PEG channels. Cable has dozens, even hundreds of -
channels from which it can profit, but smaller market radio and stations serving small specialized audiences do not.:
Free is not really free to those who struggle every day just to keep the electricity flowing, the programming going, and
the local news covered.

‘Smaller stations are keenly attuned to the communities they serve — it is how they remain in business. But the balance
is delicate, and the Commission must not take action-that will tip the balance so statlons cut back on serwce ordrop out,

There is na ‘public interest’ in service that Is both diminished and less diverse. ..

Respectfully submitted,

Daty :

2 S, ST7E

Address

‘Signature'
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| submit the following comments in response to the Ldgﬁisqmlogpe of Proposed Rulemaking (the
“NPRM"), released Jan, 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. . 00

F?OOm

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, wou}qxz%?:% — and must not be adopted.

1N The FCC must not force radio stations, especiéﬁ‘yl réﬂﬁ,@ broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do hot share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even Joss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape thelr programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, incfuding the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public actess requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices. )

4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. ‘Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (&) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raisihg costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks ~ and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest,

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Title (if any)

Gragnization it any)
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Propospd-Rulqpalifdciben
“NPRM”), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. ’

Any new FCC rules, polic Nﬁﬁaoﬂgg gNres rhust:notviolate First Amendment rights. A number of
praposals discussed in the NPR dufd go 8o/~ and must not be adopted.

1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share theirvalues. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Reli§ ggzﬁ roadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased haras: tﬁé hd even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
conséiences, rather thamallownng'lncompatlble v:ewsp%nts to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prehnb;ts government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
partlcuiarly a religious broadcaster, must present.

2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster

-conscientiously_objects to-the message. The First Amendment.forbids-imposition-of message-delivery - - --- - - .

mandates.on any religion.

3 The FCC must not force revelation of speclf c editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programmlng, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency ~ and

. propesgls to forge reperting-on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on

constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(CH) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Cammissioners thetnselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks ~ and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or palicies discussed above.

MWL\ \Q | o208
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{ submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed R%k’\/’g (the
“NPRM”), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docke?No 04-233 ail Hoom

Gomments.in Response to Localism Notice of Proposéﬁfﬁaf
MB:Dotket:No. 04-233 gﬂ‘ﬁw’%&

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must l?o’i wE‘ét F m Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and miustrot be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPR] ! sed advnsory board proposals would impose such
unconstituiional mandates. Religious broadcaste dyice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and eve b of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictatihg what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously-objectstothe message— The First Amendmentforbids impositionof message delivery ™~ -
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specn“ c editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, gspecially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency ~ and

‘.prepeséls to force reporhng on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on

constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

() The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewai
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those wha stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Any new FCC rules, polrgp@%&brocedures must not violate First Amendment rightsmqtgm er of
proposals dis %&%@Cﬂl NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adq:m.Man Room

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from

people who do not share thjlﬁh\@lues The NPRM'’s proposed advisory board proposals would
andates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who'

impose such un \'fgﬁ

don’t share their es could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prehibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
vrewpomts;rgab,,r;eadcaster parhcularly a rellgrous,broadcaster ‘must present

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public¢ forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates on any religion.

(8).The FGE must not force revelation of specific.ediforial decision-making information. The choice
of programmmg, especrally rehgroue pregramming, is not properly dictated by any government
. gageney — amd proposals to forGe reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
Fw tmtraude‘ﬂen“constltutlenally-protected edltorlal choices.

3
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(4) any Chrlstlan broadcasters operate on tight budgets as do many smaller market secular

sta iohs. J(eeprmg the electricity. flowing is often a éhallenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by; substantlally raising costs in two ways: (a) by
~requmng staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
Jocation choites. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed
service is contrary to the public interest.

o

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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t'Lecallsm Notice of Proposed Rulemakmg
8% 1B Bocket No. 04-233.

Any new FGC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendm é %}g&&A\’ﬁﬁﬁ%er of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not%% op ?\?""9‘

(1) The FCC must not force radio statimgsmm:ge&l %Il@ll)us broadcasters, to tak Y'ﬁ% am
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board e§€ %' would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciences I'?L the ha @U@wmg incompatible viewpoints to shape their

‘programming. The First Amendment prohibits government including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio statioh inte a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public.access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids lmposmon of message
delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency — and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
-intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

{4)- ManyzChrlstlan broadcasters operate on tight budgets,.as do many smaller market secular

= stations: ‘K’eeplng the eléetricity flowing is often-a’ ch"allenge "Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantlally raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed

service is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments i Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following commentgﬁgﬁré&ﬁb

MAR 2 5 I;aﬂﬂﬂ

 {othe-Logalism Notice of Propose :
Rulemaking (the “NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in I\a":tb\D% @' No. 04-233. FCC Mail Room

Any new FCG rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A
number of proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio siatlorg Fé; éél:afly»‘{eﬁgﬁus broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM’s proposed advisory board proposals would
impose stich unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those
who don't sharetheir values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of
license fercheos:fmgnto follow-theirown-consciences, rather than allewing incompatible viewpoints
to shapeathelr@;egrammmg The First. Amendment prohibits, government, including the FCC,

from dlctatlng whatuwewpé“mts a broadcaster particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone
has rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious
broadcaster copscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of
message’dellveryf mandates on any religion.

- (8) The REC'mustriot foree revelation of specific editorial decision-making mfon'natlon The
cholcezof{pregrammmg, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any
govemment agency —.and’proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what

Jprograms:would-intrude on-constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

RGi) rTheJFCmeust not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
aufé’nﬁ&cally barediffomToutine fenewal application procgssing. The proposed mandatory
. 1SPECla|!‘l' %ewalqnéwex,v'ef éertain classe*séof applicants bytﬁex(}ommlssmners themselves would
ameuntf’to;coerc:ennef'rellglous brbadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and
Jpresént onIy theumessages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and

poténtially ruifiouis renewal proceedings.

)] Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to
further squeeze. nicherand smaller market broadcasters; by substantlally raising costs in two ways:
(@) by reqtiiring staff presence whenever a station is- onrthe air and, (b) by further restricting main
studio location-choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and
curtalledoserwce is. fcentrarwte thegpubhc; ‘mterest

ed"above

- o - We'urgenfhe FCC;,not to;adopgrules, preced res.onpol_cres.\
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MAR'2 57
commel)tSwi ’R ggo Localism. Noﬂg@gfigrg% emaking
MB BocketNo, 04243 ﬁﬂ’/g Ji, FCC Mail Room

| submit the followmg comments in response to the Localism NOtICB of Proposed Rulemakmg (the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. v

Any new FCC rules, policies or procg) st not violate First Amendment rights. A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, wo -,Eudiglu@t,_not be adopted.
R .

&) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's praposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadg sters who resist advice, from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, com rl[‘ r?g%r@% loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing mcompatlble vi prn their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(@) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment.forbids.jmpogition.of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

3) The FCC must not force revelation of speclf ic.editorial decisien-making.information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programiming, is hot properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reperting on-such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their bellefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) . Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
‘stations.: ’Keepmg theselectricity flowing'is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.. --

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or poliéies”discussed above,
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| submit the following comments in response to the Loc[a){ié?nc’ﬁyiice of Proposed R@akinép @ﬂs.; 901'6’0'

“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. 4’3/ ""’7,7
Y

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A numbeﬁbo

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacte?ﬂwomfiado so — and must not be adopted. h
25

1 The FCC must not force radio stations, especiaﬁre‘?fgi@lfs broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, cor?glaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatiblé ﬂe@@ﬁ‘?&?asg pe their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC;™ from‘dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) ~. The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The: First-Amendment.forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4), The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal

reviéw of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of

nel;gfeus»breadcastq‘rs. Those who stay true to their constiences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge.” Yét, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would foree service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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The Secretary
Federal Commumcatlons»C nmission
445 12th Street, SW EEAY 5N

Washington, DC, 20554

RE: MB docket number 04-233
Comments in Response to Report on Broadcast Localism and
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking

Dear Secretary:

I am writing in response to the NPRM and the negative effects it will have on
broadcasters like myself. I am a one owner, independent station owner trying to survive
in a corporate based industry. The passage of the NPRM would be devastating to my
station operation in several ways. The requirement of locating the main studio in the
community of license would be economically and professionally detrimental. Not only
would the expense of relocation; purchasing suitable facilities, moving studio and
broadcast equipment, and all that moving a station involves, the cost of professional time
involved in a move of that nature and the cost of downtime that would be involved could
be financially devasta;ing. If we were forced to relocate our studio we would also lose at
least 95% of our employees. We have tried to locate our studio in a location that would
provide the easiest access to the largest percentage of listeners. We continue to be very
locally involved in our entire coverage area and are located in the area that allows us to
stay involved. If forced to relocate, we would lose that access and in the end lose a great
portion of the local information that we are able to pass on.

The request to eliminate unattended operations of broadcast stations would also
be detrimental. We have gone to great lengths to make sure that our remote station
control is fully operational. We have, at all times, at least three station personnel that
have access to the remote codes to attend to the needs of the public. The local and state
police, local government associations, and emergency management authorities know how
to contact station personnel in the event of an emergency at all hours. Information can be
then broadcast within minutes.

The NPRM also ralses the specter of requlrmg radio statmns to complete the FCC
Form 355. Due to the difficult nature and the time consummg tasks this form would
require we would be forced to hire more staff, which again, is not cost effective.




March 18, 2008
Page 2

The proposal to require that stations convene “permanent” community advisory
boards comprised of local officials and other community leaders is not a feasible task.
Today’s leaders are already spread too thin and to have the station “require” them to
attend another meeting is not practical. We meet with our local and state leaders
frequently to be sure we are addressing the needs of our listeners, to mandate such a
meeting would not be beneficial. : |

There are broadcasters, like myself, that still believe that our first and foremost
obligation to our listeners is to inform them of information, events, etc. that may be of
interest to them, the entertainment is secondary. To have more restrictions and more
requirements such as the NPRM will require will prohibit local stations from having the
freedoms-te truly address their communities as they as people living in these same
communities see fit. The NPRM requirements would also make if financially impossible
for independent stations to operate in small markets. I ask that you please reconsider the
NPRM and all of its requirements.

Respectfully, |
Bill Anderson

Owmer
Anderson Broadcasting Co., Inc.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking Reﬁe ,
MB Docket No. 04-233 WK A

I submit the following comments if respohse té the Localism Notice of Propose% N\a‘\ P‘OO‘“

Rulemaking (the “NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2?8& IM m I%o I‘%t No 04-233

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not vrolate Flrst Amendment rights. A
number of proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especrally religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM,‘s‘x ﬁ&%ﬂy board proposals would
impose such uncenstitutional mandates. Relrgrous resist.advice from those
who don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of
license for choesing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints
to shape their programmmg The First Amendment prohibits gevernment;including the FCC,
from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster particularly a religious broadcaster must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone
has rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious
broadcaster conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of
message delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FEC must not-foree revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The
choice of programming, especrally religious programming, is not properly dictated by any
gevemmehtagéncyﬂand'pmpcsals to force reporting on such things as who produced what
programs would intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(14u ).cThe ECC must not:establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
toma'ircallybarred ‘rcm mubrre‘renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory
specral renewal réview-of certain glasses of applicants bfﬁTe Coniriissioners themselves would
antount to+oercion-of rellgrous broadcasters. - Those who stay true to their consciences and
present only the messages ‘they eorrespond to their beliefs could face long, expehsrve and
potentlally ruinous-renewal proceedings. T a0

.t s — e @ e eman o

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to
further squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by-substantially raising costs in two ways:
(a)-by-requiring-staff preserice ‘whénever a station is on theair and; {b) by further resfricling main
studio location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and
curtailed service is contraryato the public interest.
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4 %
| submit the'following édmments ‘ﬁ%@ﬁ&ﬁ%"é‘é@%@@lfﬁ Notice 6f Proposed W PO
Rulemaking (the “NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 3‘45{%3. OOQ
£ A

Any new FCC rules, policies or pracedures must not violate First Amendment righ
number of proposals discussed in the NPRM, if efi;a;e‘te&q would do so — and must not be adopted.
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especiaIlyﬂrehgiéle"ﬁ.’r"ggdcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM’s proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious braadcasters who resist advice from those
who don’t share their valueﬂxg.. could—.faqeﬁjpggf regsed,h rassment, complaints and even loss of
license for choqsi@g}«to,follg&w their qw.@enscignCesa,, rather-than allowing incompatible viewpoints
to shape their pragramming; Tngiﬁiﬁt;mahdmgnt prohibits.government, including the FCC,
from dictating-what viewpoints‘a broadcaster, particulatly a religious broadcaster, must present.

{2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone
has rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious
broadcaster conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of
message delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The
choice of programming, especialiynreligious programming, is not properly dictated by any
government agency — and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what
programs would intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.
(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatieally barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory
:%p,eo;giajygg‘rﬁ;eyvﬁa“lv'nQView of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themseives would
o \ za‘m@uﬁi«itgtgegréiemqf'religiQus‘bneadcasterg. Those whe,stay-true to their consciences and
0 presentonly the:messages’they correspond to their beliefs €ould face long, expensive and
potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5)- Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as.do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the elec'il,ficity flowing is often a challenge&. "Yet, the Commiission proposes to
further squeeze niche.and smaller market broadcasters, by substantiglly raising costs in two ways:
(a)by. requiring"staff: presence whenever a stdtion is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main
studio location‘choices. Rajsing costs with these proposals would foree service cutbacks.— and
curtailed service is-contrary:to thie public interest. T tomn o
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Comments in :I.iesponse to Localism Notlgw?f Proposed Rulemaking Rece'\\Led &‘“sDected
MB Docket No. 04-233 Mip 2 nne
R 9 287

| submit the following comments in fesponse t6 the Loc&r@@Notrce of Propos
Rulemaking (the “NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Dacket NG. 04-233. FCC Ma\\ Room

Any new FCC rules, policies or pré%’ ‘r%must not violate First Amendment rights. A
number of proposals discussed in the NPRM, if qfed:;w%ld do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those
who don’t‘Sharetheir values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of
license for choesing to follow their own consciences, rather than allewing incompatible viewpeints
to shape thelrrprogrammmg The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC,
from‘ dictating what-viewpoints-a broaficaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into:a public forum where anyone and everyone
has rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious
broadcaster conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of
message delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The
choice of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any
govemment agency —~ - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what
programs Wouldi mtrhde on.constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FEC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be

‘ automatrc‘gliy barred‘from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory
SRR S tediow of cértain glasses of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would

" amoun o Acoercromof relrglous sbroadcasters. Those who:staytrue to their consciences and

' presenf > only thie messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expénsive and '
potentlally ruinous renewal proceedings. .

(5) Many Chnstran broadcasters’ operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeprng the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the-Commission proposes fo

g furthenasq jeezeiniche:and. s,rinaller‘amarket broadcasters, by substantially rdising costs.in two ways:
@) by’%requrnn je presence whehever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restnctlng main
studio’ locatlon chorces Rarsmg :costs with these proposais would force service cutbacks ~ and
curtailed service is contrary fo the public interest.
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C ts in R to Localism Notice of Prd poséd Rul ki y

Mngnc‘)te:'I:et No. 04-23':'»,367 , ocaliem Notice of Pripusgid Ru emaking MAR 2 5 2nng

| submit the followmg commentif r}’c;g Ogagu%jl_ocansm Notice of proposed CC Maj RO om
Rulemaking (the “NPRM"), released Jan 24 go% t No. 04-233.

Any new FGG rules, policies or pracedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A
number of proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio statf%éréq ﬁé’c’ évly e glous broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's propesSed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those
who don’t share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of
license for choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints
to shape their programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC,
from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone
has rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious
broadcaster conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of
message delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The
choice of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any
government agency — and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what
programs would intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory
special’renewal review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would
amount to Coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and
present only the messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and
potentlally r&unous renewal proceedlngs .

(5)- Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets,'a$ do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to
further squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substant:a!ly raising costs in two ways:
(ayby requiring staff presernce whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main
studio location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks.— and
curtailed service is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaklﬁg

MB Docket No. 04-233 MAR 2 5 2008

| submit the following comments i mggponse to.the Loealism Notice of Proposed E%M(tﬁ}oom
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB m@ '_96-23’%

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not VlOlaQeq:' irst Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

1) The FCC must not force radic’Stations,.especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM ,p,T edhadvisoly board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional man}iates Religious broadcasters who ist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCG must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCQG must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not propetrly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs wouid intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4) The FCG must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to thelr consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliéfs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further

Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.
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Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment ngh& Asr?'{%er of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, wouldzdo so—and must not bEG dngﬂ ‘Roo
: 01]5' m
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especrally rellglgL%sbréa a% rs, to take advice from
_people who do not share their values. The NPRM'’s proposed advisory oard proposals would
lmpose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
~ -don’t share their values could face increased’ harassmer};{ complalnts and even loss of license for
L fohoosmgrto follow their.own consciences, rather than allov{i}l@oj patrble viewpoints to shape their
: -"programmlng The First Amendment prohibits government, mclgdr(ir)rg the FCC, from dlctatlng what
. *_vrewpomts a broadcaster particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

" (2) The FGCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forblds rmposmon of message
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lons. Kegﬁln fhé’ é]ectrrmty flowing is.often a challenge.' Yet, the Commrgsrpn proposes to, fudher
queezé hiGRe: ahti mallerf*marketc broadcasters, by substantfally raisinggosts.n | Jwo Ways: (a)r by

re urnng Qeih pr?ésénce whienever a station is:on the air and, (b) by, furthe_r,regtrrqtmg ma\rn stddlo
’62:a lon éﬂb“ices"?l%?smg costs with thése proposals wouﬂd force service cutb@gke nanci)curtalled

- bservrce is contrary to the publlc lnterest R o

o §%M‘a :Y Ch‘rlstl"éh br‘b%dcas"ters operate on. tlght budgets, as do many smq_ller marker't secylar

We urge the FCC nét to ddopt rules; procedures or policies discussed above, "
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Mall By April 14, 2008 to:
The Secretary

Federal Communications Commlssion
445 12th Street, SW
Wiashington, DC 20554
"« Atfn: Chief, Media Bureau
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking ) MAR 2 5 20
MB Docket No. 04-233 N v I, 08

| submit the following comments in response to the Localism N&fﬁe of Proposed Rulemal&n‘r’i’é‘"l(tﬁ‘.éCOm
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. /V4/? 2
3

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment’%h&s‘. f\,‘number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted. 0

' N The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religioﬁi‘b adcasters, to take advice from

people who do not share their values. The NPRM’s proposed advisory boardhreposais would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from‘mbs'egﬂh don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for clidesing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radjo station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
i rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
FQ conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from.routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay frue to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5). . *- --.: Many. Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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| submit the following comments in resPOI;éé to the Localism Notice %“! 5 sed Rulemaking
(the“NPRM?”), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket M& 4ai§'33.

Any new FCC rules, policies or proced:zges must not violate First Amemﬁﬂ%l%.”g‘ number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if e @éﬂﬁvgyldji%s% 6 and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM'’s proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don’t share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency — and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed

service is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Mail By April 14, 2008 to:

The Secretary

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW

Washington, DC 20554

Attn: Chief, Media Bureau
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